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OSI Qualitative Adequacy Rating Problem

25X1A9%9a
25X1A9a
25X1A%a . This matter goes deeper than any question of what I did or did

not say to_ However, to nail down this point first I state now that
never agreed withllllllll that Chapter VII contributions would be judged solely 25X1A93
on "clarity of presentation,” nor was anything ever said that could be con-
sidered a reflection competence in any manner whatsoever.
I know her educational and experience background and have an exceptionally
high opinion of her as a person and as an editor. I have made this clear to
who stated that he shared my high opinion of || 224 also
acknowledged that he could not support his statement of an "agreement" 925X1AQ3
other than it was the "impression' he ot from his several discussions
with me ea ti!e raﬁng matte:‘ '

25X1A%a 2. 1do not remember all that was said, but.I do have a very clear
zecollection of the giit -of these &;cuutong. 1 did say that Chapter. VII was
unique in that it was the only NIS element for which coordination of preduction
responsibility was charged directly to a ;ubcommittn of the IAC, while for
all other elements this responsibility was charged to the agencies engaged
in the program.” A point was riaised Oﬁ being the sole editor 25X1A9a
reviewing Chapter VII material with its- wide range of scientific coverage,
whereas for other iterial we have specialists in the vazious fialds covered
by the Chapter.” I'dilin't @spute the hct thst BN 4id moset of the  25X1A0a
review of Chapter VII imateris ‘ 7 that OSI dealings on all Chapter VII
contributiens had beén with gllet éxclusively, I also acknowledged ‘
that in other editorial units we had editors who specialised ) large extent on 55y 4 A9a
certaiu toples within the Chpturl beca e Q& theix veary hi ﬁcoﬁnu
the technical fields cevered. sud I mentioqu 25X1A9
Geography unit as an exaimple. I may also have mnﬁonod_ o!' the a
Transportation unit--I don't recall., With respect QF: review 25X1A9%a
of Chapter VH miterials ¥ don't r¢cdll Aod | am surs 1 did not ge beyoad
saying that she wa¢ unidoubtsdly bette V,,'qﬁtauﬂ.ad in coxtain of the topical Aelds
covered in VIl than {n othere, the umg'u
range of topics covered in Chapters II and

/

7

25X1A93

D.gé_mﬁm . i

L // ,// ///4'

Approved For Release 1999/09/20 CIA-RDP78-05597A000200050092-9




Approved For Release 1999/09/20 : CIA-RDP78-05597A000200050092-9

27 Jue 1956

SUBJECT: OSI Qualitative Adequacy Rating f*fg

tm_ 25><1A9a

~would be t“ um one to elﬁm, ttu,cn Mchli;n

treatments in all séctiond of Cha

25X1A%9a

CoE 4, I c.%“nn«ctlmg
‘that ¥ pdaud oufh! lmv&

this wasia mﬁttbr i _‘ ¥

Editorial Divisioa®'gh I dd with | o P aran : to

and bYew her top I vy TN ) " mo ?@t~25X1A9a
} V J -2l b rmre bty rgl?é{d;y wmorning, 25X1A%92

2 :my “di' a8 th o . AR 7 .

entirely new t¢ me, it o it J22e to light M were

He asld that

chivfly on ¢t

ey Wxth re
is that thyls’ m'c’aa

Approved For Release 1999/09/20 : CIA-RDP78-05597A000200050092-9




Approved For Relea% 1999/09/20 : CIA-RDP/3- 050092-9

SUBJECT: OSI Qualitative Adequacy Rating 27 June 1956

3. I think it would be unreasonable to expect, and that m 25X1A9%a
would be the last one to claim, substantive review capabilities on all technic |

treatments in all sections of Chapter VII. If she does have such capabilities
then I have certainly underrated her.

4. In connection with this substantive review matter, I am sure
that I pointed out, as I have many times in the past, that no change in the
substaative content of a contribution is made in this Office without conourrence
of the producing office. One further point--whenever questions have been
raised with me on rating of a particular section 1 have taken the position that
this was a matter of editorial judgment, and referred the questioner to the
Editorial Division, as I did with NN when she called me recently 25X1A9a
and blew her top on rating given a Chapter IX element.

5. At my request Il came over here Friday morning25X1A9a
22 June, to discuss this matter. Several things came to light that were
entirely new to me, which seem to point up the real root of this trouble.
He said that their objection to the present rating system was centered !
chiefly on the criteria for the Category I and II ratings.

6. With respect to Category I criteria he said the SEC position
is that their procedures for preducing Chapter VII slements leave only the
matter of judgment on "clear presentation" open to rating consideration by
OBI, and that unless there are serious deficiencies in this respect all their
contributions should be rated Category I. Their position is based on the
following considerations:

a. Before a contribution is submitted to OBI it has been
coordinated with all agencies in the intelligence community,
and approved by the SEC as meeting all requirements, subject
to editorial opinion on "clear presentation.'' This means that
approval of a contribution by S8EC represents not only the
opiaion of the IAC agencies on the qualitative aspects, but
also the judgment of the Joint Staff, the Atomic Energy Commission,
and such other ad hoc representation as may be determined
necessary by the regular committee members.

b. First drafts of all contributions are submitted to all
members of the SEC and written comments are made on sub-
stantive and qualitative aspects. Revision {s made on the
basis of these comments, and the second draft is then circulated .
to the members. A final draft is then prepared incorporating ;
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any approved changes resulting from the second review.

It is then given final approval by the SEC. The SEC position
is that the qualitative and substantive aspects have been
adjudged by the scientific intelligence agencies of goverament
as fully meeting requirements of the Category I rating criteria
and that any lower rating by OBI is a slap at the SEC, and
completely inappropriate.

1

7. With respect to Category II | JJlindicated that their objection 25X1A%9a

to the criteria for this category is that it suggests & barely acceptable contribu-

tion, and they are not in agreement that this is the case with all contributions
receiving this rating. As a case in point he said they didn't feel that this would

hold i{n the case of NIS 12 (VII), which is the contribution which started all this

furor. It was prepared by VNNNVNNGNGGIN who was stationed in that area for 25X1A9a
several years before coming to his present assignment. It is admitedly thin

because there is not much there to write sbout, but they do not feel that it

should be rated as "meeting minimum NIS standards’ because of lack of more
extensive scientific activity in the l!’&&_ took it a8 55\ 1 AQg
reflecting on his competence and resented the implicltion of such & rating.

25X1A9% g lsaid that it is the criteria that is bot.horing them; that if
the criteria for Category I were just "Outstanding” for example, or ''Superior”
or some such adjective, and for Category II "Satisfactory' or an equivalent
word, they would never have raised a question on NIS 12(VII) as they do not
feel that it warrants more than & Category II rating under such criteria.
Furthermors, he folt that such criteria would do much to overcome any
quastion by S§EC regarding substantive veview of Chapter VII material by OBI.

25X1AQ& this latter pointlllads o statement which qurprised rié very much.

It was that since he had been with the program, which dates back to 1952,
there had never been any question of a substantive nature raised with him,
snd that he had never ssen gny. guestion of this nature in asy éftlu notu
Hamsnelef had bmgu back tnem cohhr-uu evu’ hr-. R

25X1A% o, NSNS also said that the guidance they had received from here

was on other than substantive matters except for complaining in general 25X1A03
terms of some of the contributions being pretty thin.

25X1A9a 10. ]l said the SEC would appreciate very much our giving con-
sideration to changing the criteria for Categories I and II so as to avoid these
hassels. He indicated that there may be & memo coming through from the
Chairman, SEG, en:this matter of reviewsf Chaper VIl materisl by OBI, and
also on the criteria question.

Ep e
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